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6) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The attached certified copy of form PTO-1449, filed on 4 February 2003 (Paper No. 8) is 
inconsistent with the prior art submitted. Legible copies of listed art items 16, 17, 23, 24, 26, 
32 and 33 were not found. In addition, three more attached items were submitted but not 
listed on the form PTO-1449. 

2. Applicant may have these items considered (both those items listed on the 1449 but 
missing, and those submitted but not listed on the 1449) without paying additional fees by: 
submitting legible copies of all items, in reply to this Office action, in a new IDS marked 
CORRECTED - FEE WAIVED, with a new form PTO-1449 listing all resubmitted items 
thereon, and citing this Office action as authority for the waiver of fees. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 8 and 18 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. The claims add only nonfunctional descriptive 
matter. See para. 17-19 below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. The claimed invention is not within the technological arts - i.e., 
no computer implementation or any other technology is employed. 

6. As an initial matter, the United States Constitution under Art. I, §8, cl. 8 gave Congress the 
power to "[pjromote the progress of science and useful arts, by securing for limited times to 
authors and inventors the exclusive right to their respective writings and discoveries". In 
carrying out this power, Congress authorized under 35 U.S.C. §101 a grant of a patent to 
"[wjhoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 



Application/Control Number: 09/761,763 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3622 

composition or matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof." Therefore, a 
fundamental premise is that a patent is a statutorily created vehicle for Congress to confer 
an exclusive right to the inventors for "inventions" that promote the progress of "science and 
the useful arts". The phrase "technological arts" has been created and used by the courts to 
offer another view of the term "useful arts". See In re Musgrave, 167 USPQ (BNA) 280 
(CCPA 1970). Hence, the first test of whether an invention is eligible for a patent is to 
determine if the invention is within the "technological arts". 

7. Further, despite the express language of §101 , several judicially created exceptions have 
been established to exclude certain subject matter as being patentable subject matter 
covered by §101. These exceptions include "laws of nature", "natural phenomena", and 
"abstract ideas". See Diamond v. Diehr, 450, U.S. 175, 185, 209 USPQ (BNA) 1,7 (1981). 
However, courts have found that even if an invention incorporates abstract ideas, such as 
mathematical algorithms, the invention may nevertheless be statutory subject matter if the 
invention as a whole produces a "useful, concrete and tangible result." See State Street 
Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial Group, Inc. 149 F.3d 1368, 1973, 47 USPQ2d 
(BNA) 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

8. This "two prong" test was evident when the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals (CCPA) 
decided an appeal from the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences (BPAI). See In re 
Toma, 197 USPQ (BNA) 852 (CCPA 1978). In Toma, the court held that the recited 
mathematical algorithm did not render the claim as a whole non-statutory using the 
Freeman-Walter-Abele test as applied to Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 175 USPQ 
(BNA) 673 (1972). Additionally, the court decided separately on the issue of the 
"technological arts". The court developed a "technological arts" analysis: 

The "technological" or "useful" arts inquiry must focus on whether the 
claimed subject matter.. .is statutory, not on whether the product of the claimed 
subject matter... is statutory, not on whether the prior art which the claimed subject 
matter purports to replace.. .is statutory, and not on whether the claimed subject 
matter is presently perceived to be an improvement over the prior art, e.g., 
whether it "enhances" the operation of a machine. In re Toma at 857. 

In Toma, the claimed invention was a computer program for translating a source human 
language (e.g., Russian) into a target human language (e.g., English). The court found that 
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the claimed computer implemented process was within the "technological art" because the 
claimed invention was an operation being performed by a computer within a computer. 

9. The decision in State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial Group, Inc. never 
addressed this prong of the test. In State Street Bank & Trust Co., the court found that the 
"mathematical exception" using the Freeman-Walter-Abele test has little, if any, application 
to determining the presence of statutory subject matter but rather, statutory subject matter 
should be based on whether the operation produces a "useful, concrete and tangible result". 
See State Street Bank & Trust Co. at 1374. Furthermore, the court found that there was no 
"business method exception" since the court decisions that purported to create such 
exceptions were based on novelty or lack of enablement issues and not on statutory 
grounds. Therefore, the court held that "[wjhether the patent's claims are too broad to be 
patentable is not to be judged under §101, but rather under §§102, 103 and 112." See State 
Street Bank & Trust Co. at 1 377. Both of these analysis goes towards whether the claimed 
invention is non-statutory because of the presence of an abstract idea. Indeed, State Street 
abolished the Freeman-Walter-Abele test used in Toma. However, State Street never 
addressed the second part of the analysis, i.e., the "technological arts" test established in 
Toma because the invention in State Street (i.e., a computerized system for determining the 
year-end income, expense, and capital gain or loss for the portfolio) was already determined 
to be within the technological arts under the Toma test. This dichotomy has been recently 
acknowledged by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences (BPAI) in affirming a §101 
rejection finding the claimed invention to be non-statutory. See Ex parte Bowman, 61 
USPQ2d (BNA) 1669 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 2001). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 and 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 



1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1, 2. 4-12 and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Cohen et al. (US pat. 4,750,119, made 
of record by IDS filed as paper No. 4, 15 March 2001). 

13. Cohen et al. teaches (independent claims 1, 2, 9-12, 19 and 20) a system and method for 
administering a rebate program, the method comprising: providing a card instrument and 
account (Individual Consumer Account) to a consumer (card holder) and processing a 
purchase made by said consumer/ cardholder with the card instrument and recording said 
transaction in the /C>A/cardholder account (col. 5 lines 6-38); determining net funds (net 
purchase information) based on a summation of purchase information stored in the 
/C4/cardholder account (col. 2 lines 29-35); determining rebate information based on the net 
purchase information (col. 1 lines 62-63); transferring the rebate information to an escrow 
agent, which reads on a brokerage service (col. 1 lines 66-69), wherein the escrow agent/ 
brokerage service applies a rebate {pays a the insurance company a premium) to fund at 
least part of a transaction made using the brokerage service (purchasing an aggregate 
annuity policy, col. 4 lines 18-21), wherein the rebate is based on the rebate information, 
wherein the escrow agent/brokerage service charges a fee (administrative fee, col. 6 lines 
40-41 and 21-22) to perform the transaction. 

14. Cohen et al. does not explicitly teach that the escrow aaenf/brokeraqe service applies the 
rebate to fund at least part of the transaction fee . However, under the principles of 
inherency (MPEP § 21 12.02), since the reference invention necessarily performs the 
method claimed, the method claimed is considered to be anticipated by the reference 
invention. As evidence tending to show inherency, the following is noted. First, the 
limitation is an accounting distinction, nonfunctional descriptive matter, which has no bearing 
on patentability. See MPEP 2106.IV.B.1(b), first paragraph. Businesses inherently require 
a profit, which, by definition, must come from the fees they charge. The reference teaches 
that funds flow to all pertinent business entities, so said funds must include all necessary 
fees. Whether the fees to the brokerage service are withdrawn before or after the "rebate" is 
calculated has no being on patentability. 
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1 5. Alternatively, because the brokerage service needs fees to stay in business, and "rebate" 
can be interpreted as the total revenues accruing to the brokerage service, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, that the 
brokerage service applies the rebate to fund at least part of the transaction fee. 

16. Cohen et al. also teaches : claims 4, 5, 14 and 15 (col. 4 lines 18-24); and claims 6, 7, 16 
and 17, where Fig. 4 is a card instrument report and Fig. 5 is a transaction report; and 
claims 

17. Cohen et al. does not teach claims 8 and 18. These limitations are descriptive material that 
does not describe a functional interrelationship (MPEP 2106.IV.B.1(b), first paragraph, at pp. 
2100-13 and 2100-14 revised August 2001). Ownership distinctions cannot make an 
invention patentable. As a matter of fact, it is the customer who funds the rebate. How the 
burden of funding the rebate is shared among the participating institutions is irrelevant to 
patentability. 

18. A difference in ownership of institutions is not a practical application within the technological 
arts. The claimed limitations are not statutory matter (MPEP 2106.IV.B.2(b) at p. 2100-15 
revised August 2001). 

19. Ownership of the institution(s) can be subdivided and distributed without affecting any 
functional relationships within or between the institution(s). Whether the card provider and 
the brokerage service are the same or different institutions has no bearing on the functional 
or technological properties of the invention. "A" can issue credit cards and "B" can broker 
products whether the two entities are divisions of the same corporation, independent 
corporations, or corporations associated by some degree of common ownership. In every 
case, the instant invention can be practiced without functional or technological differences. 

20. Claims 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Cohen et al. Cohen 
et al. does not teach that rebate information is determined as a percentage of net purchase 
information. Because it is common to determine commissions, 401 (k) contribution limits, 
etc., as a percentage of some base amount, and therefore familiar and convenient to do so, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to 
add that rebate information is determined as a percentage of net purchase information, 
which is interpreted as purchase amount net of taxes. 
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Conclusion 



21 . COPY of REFERENCES - Applicant is entitled to receive a copy of every reference cited by 
the examiner (except at allowance; MPEP 707.05(a)). Applicant should contact the 
examiner if a completed form PTO-892 is enclosed, but the cited references are not. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Donald L Champagne whose telephone number is 703-308-3331. The 
examiner can normally be reached from 6:30 AM to 5 PM ET, Monday to Thursday. The 
examiner can also be contacted by e-mail at donald.champaqne@uspto.gov . and informal 
fax communications (i.e., communications not to be made of record) may be sent directly to 
the examiner at 703-746-5536. 

23. The examiner's supervisor, Eric Stamber, can be reached on 703-305-8469. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872- 
9306. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-306-5771. 

24. ABANDONMENT - If examiner cannot by telephone verify applicant's intent to continue 
prosecution, the application is subject to abandonment six months after mailing of the last 
Office action. The agent, attorney or applicant point of contact is responsible for assuring 
that the Office has their telephone number. Agents and attorneys may verify their 
registration information including telephone number at the Office's web site, www.uspto.gov . 
At the top of the home page, click on Site Index. Then click on Agent & Attorney Roster in 
the alphabetic list, and seapefrfor your registration by your name or number. 



15 March 2004 




Donald L. Champagne 

Examiner 

Art Unit 3622 
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^TlTunt Fln 2 Debit CardS A Rewa ^ing Experience 

frfsetLf C ? iSSUerS conver 9 e eff orts with companies looking for 
effect ve incentives to boost employee productivity and to motivate 
individuals to buy their products) motivate 

Debit Card News, v 3, n 11, p 1+ 

November 28, 1997 

DOCUMENT TYPE: Newsletter ISSN: 1055-176X (United States) 
LANGUAGE: English RECORD TYPE: Fulltext tunicea 5t ates) 
WORD COUNT: 1088 

ABSTRACT : 

As off-line debit card issuers strive to find new ways to generate 
transaction revenue, companies similarly are looking for effective 
^n^^r ^ b °2 St era P lo y ee Productivity and to motivate individuals 

5L^e« # iLS^rS'bi?°^; ^ eff °r S are c — 9ing. US businesses 
last year spent 522.9 bil on incentive and promotional programs, 
according to the Incentive Federation, an alliance of incen^ve 
oerc^Lp^f ^ CtUrerS ' indus ^y suppliers and associations. And while the 
5?fh «J 9 5 Programs using debit cards remains low - about 4% compared 
with 63% for cash awards and 54% for gift certificates - more and more 
companies are adopting debit card-based initiatives, with more than 1 mil 

Sv? w S2„ e ?«2 U Sf fa 5t ? bSe T£ S Sa *- Debat « «i»t. within the industry 
over which type of off-line debit card is better to use in incentive 
and promotional programs - one that can be used at any point-of-sale 
terminal that takes credit cards with the same brand as the debit card or 
one whose use is restricted to certain types of merchants. While debate 
continues over whether universal or restricted-use cards provide greater 

llrtt't rh^ ?K nCe ^ S , are ! X E 6Cted to grow ' ar ^ysts say. It's a niche 
^ r fl tat h he off-line debit issuers are beginning to explore to try to 
provide further penetration of their product, and it's a twist over and 
above their traditional goal of check replacement." says David W Lott, an 
Atlanta-based senior associate at Dove Associates. Article also contains 
information on the uses of the cards by different companies. 

TEXT: 

As off-line debit card issuers strive to find new ways to generate 
transaction revenue, companies similarly are looking for effective 
incentives to boost employee productivity and to motivate individuals 
to buy their products. Now, the two efforts are converging. 

U.S. businesses last year spent S22.9 billion on incentive and 
promotional programs, according to the Incentive Federation, an 
alliance of incentive-product manufacturers, industry suppliers and 
associations. And while the percentage of programs using debit cards' 
remains low—about 4% compared with 63% for cash awards and 54% for gift 
certificates—more and more companies are adopting debit card-based 
initiatives, with more than 1 million cards issued thus far, observers say. 

"Clearly debit cards are in their infancy, but they are going to get more 
popular," says Alan Safahi, president and CEO of Newport Beach, 
Calif. -based Card Express Inc., which manages corporate incentive and 
promotion programs. "They offer more choice to the recipient, so, 
therefore, they motivate them more." 




Companies are usin^^e^ _ cards in a variety of ways, ^^egundo, 
Calif. -based Disc Distributing Inc., for example, last month began offering 
resellers of certain computer products that meet specified purchase 
thresholds monetary credits applied to accounts accessed with MasterCard 
International off-line debit cards. Also, General Motor Corp. is testing 
offering MasterCard, debit cards to buyers of certain automobiles. However 
the GM card is programmed so that it can only be used at gasoline stations. 

Unlike Mastercard MasterMoney debit cards, those used in incentive 
and promotional programs are not tied to cardholder demand-deposit 
accounts. And, depending on the program, the cards may or may not gain 
access to automated teller machines. 

While Visa U.S.A. executives say they still are evaluating the emerging 
market, MasterCard is jumping into it with both feet. The card association 
and such issuers as Charlotte, N.C. based NationsBank Corp, First Chicago 
NBD, Milwaukee-based Firstar Bank and Cleveland-based KeyCorp are working 
with firms that manage incentive and promotional programs. 

Those companies include Card Express, Minneapolis-based Carlson Companies 
Inc. and Fenton, Mo. -based Maritz Performance Improvement Co. The 
financial institutions earn revenue from interchange fees charged to 
merchants when the debit cards are used to initiate purchases. 

Use of off-line debit cards in incentive and promotional programs 
offers new opportunities for card issuers, MasterCard executives say. "What 
we really are moving into is a prepaid card era," says Irene Karen, 
Mastercard vice president. "The cards are used to access a deposit account, 
but the accounts are prefunded by companies in advance." ' 

Industry Debate 

Debate exists within the industry over which type of off-line debit card is 
better to use in incentive and promotional programs — one that can be 
used at any point-of-sale terminal that takes credit cards with the same 
brand as the debit card or one whose use is restricted to certain types of 
merchants. 

Initially, firms administering incentive and promotional programs for 
client organizations typically offered restricted-use debit cards that 
could be used only at certain merchant locations. Proponents of so-called 
universal carets, including Card Express' Safahi, whose company administers 
the Fantastic Plastic debit card program offered by Disc Distributing, say 
programs that used restricted cards often backfired. 

"Many participants felt there were strings attached, such as discounts 
offered to the organization distributing the cards, which reduced the 
perceived value of the reward," he says. "And when some cardholders tried 
to use the cards at other merchant locations, it created a negative 
experience when they discovered they couldn't." 

Restricted Cards 

Indeed, Carlson Companies, like Card Express, favors debit cards that are 
not restricted. In fact, the company this year discontinued using 
restricted cards after receiving negative feedback about them from clients 
last year. 

"What we discovered is that our participants want choice, flexibility and 
value," says Kate Henehan, Carlson's debit card program manager. "They want 
a card they can use anywhere without having to rely on a program guide to 
use it." 



However, she says, there is no one-size-fits-all approach to using debit 
cards. And some companies may have valid reasons for wanting to limit where 



the card is used. 

Indeed, a restricted card may make sense for some promotions. For example, 
the magnetic stripe on the debit card General Motors offered to' customers 
who bought Chevy Luminas was coded so that the plastic could only be used 
to initiate purchases at service stations. That way, the company believed 
each time the card is used it would remind the customer where they got the 



The GM card program was administered by Maritz, which only issues 
restricted-use cards and has hundreds of client companies that offer them, 
says Grant Flakoll, NationsBank vice president. NationsBank, a Visa check' 
card issuer, took over the issuance of MasterCard debit cards used in 
Maritz 's programs when it acquired Boatmen's Bancshares earlier 
this year. 

Flakoll will not say how many cards Maritz 's clients have 

distributed. However, he says fewer than 1 million cards were distributed 

by GM. 

NationsBank's relationship with Maritz, however, is unclear. American 
Express Co. recently signed a contract with Maritz, and sources say 
Maritz intends to convert Mastercard debit cards used in its programs 
to AmEx cards. AmEx declines to elaborate on its relationship with 
Maritz, which also will not comment. Some observers say the move is 
the result of a MasterCard decision to no longer support restricted-use 
debit cards. MasterCard declines to comment. 

Meanwhile, unlike GM, Disc Distributing, a computer-supplies wholesaler, is 
offering computer-equipment resellers MasterCard debit cards that can be 
used at any of the 14 million POS locations worldwide that take MasterCard. 

The program, which began Oct. 1, runs through the end of December, after 
which it will be evaluated to determine if it should continue, says Tim 
Keaney, Disc Distributing' s marketing director. Disc Distributing 1 s goal is 
to distribute 1,000 debit cards by the end of the year. 

Accumulating Value 

In the Fantastic Plastic incentive program,, for every $2,500 in 
products purchased by resellers of participating computer manufactures' 
equipment, $25 -to $50 — depending- on the product bought — is deposited into 
an account held by Firstar that the resellers can access with their debit 
card. Value in the accounts is added once a month. Participating vendors 
include Apple, Canon, Epson, Genicom, Hewlett-Packard, Okidata, Fuji, 
Imation, Maxell and TDK. 

While debate continues over whether universal or restricted-use cards 
provide greater value, both concepts are expected to grow, analysts say. 
"It's a niche market that the offline debit issuers are beginning to 
explore to try to provide further penetration of their product, and it's a 
twist over and above their traditional goal of check replacement," says 
David W. Lott, an Atlanta-based senior associate at Dove Associates. 

Copyright 1997 Faulkner & Gray Inc. 
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Swift Gift 'Wows' Internet Shoppers 

WHAT: Many shoppers venturing into cyberspace to do their 

Christmas shopping will find the ultimate gift created by two 
Chicago area grandmothers and artists, Carol Jacobsohn and Nancy 
Gensberg. Available 9www. swiftgiftcard.com, the Swift Gift 
Global Gift Card(TM) is a universal gift card that lets you. the 
giver, give the receiver the choice to purchase anything thev 
want, in at least 15 million locations worldwide. 

Bearing the MasterCard (R) logo, the card is available in $25 
$50, $75 and $100 denominations, embossed with the recipients 
name and is sent with a personalized greeting card. 

WHO: The two ladies, Carol and Nancy, who created this 

unique gift are artists with no previous business experience or 
any knowledge of the world of Internet shopping. it took two 
years to have their idea come to fruition as they overcame the 
prejudices of being recognized only as women, artists and 
grandmothers . 

WHY: More and more people, deterred by the lack of 

parking, huge lines, rude staff and a general lack of Christinas 
cheer are just giving up on "actual- Christmas' shopping and are 
turning to the Internet and going "virtual- shopping instead. 
The Web is the hottest market for the coming century and 
Jacobsohn and Gensberg, of Highland Park, 111. have made online 
shopping even easier with their Swift Gift Global Gift Card (TO), 
the ultimate Internet product. 

WHEN: would you like to set up an interview with Ms. 

Jacobsohn and Ms. Gensberg? Both are charming, intelligent and 
insightful women whose story of their Internet success will 
delight your audience/ readers . 



% % 



CONTACT: Ronan Roche, 312-664-6100, or e-mail 

rosner3Buba.com for Ms. Carol Jacobsohn and Ms. Nancy Gensberq' 
12:39 EST 3 ' 
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Clutter Busters 

Disorderly desk? Closet door ywAe 
afraid to open? Garage 90 jammed 
with junk that there's 00 room far the cars? 

Cynthia Hoftieza; president of 
Orpmzed Solutions, says she can help cut 
through the darter: Her Aldington 
company ts offering the gift of 
organization this holiday season, 

Hoftiezer's service, which mdndesgriog 
through the mess and helping clients 
figure out loogterm sofations fcr staying 
agnized, costs about $50 an bout Tl* 
company is offering gift certificates in 
hourty dawmmationa. WbBeHoftieza 
says every job varies, ot&nmng a desk 
should take from two to four hours. 

Hoftiezer, who started her company m 
January, says her dients include both 
individuals and businesses. *Somethnes 
itf a a gara^ thafe a mess ~ sometimes ift 
a boss who says. Tour desks out of 
control" 

The business of getting or^nized is a 
glowing one. The National Assodatiffli <rf 
Professional Or^mzeis has been around 
since 1985 and has more than 800 
members; last year U& News & Yfydd 
Report dedared or^nizxng one of the 20 
hot job tracks for the next 20 years. 

—Tracy Grant 

Present Policy 

And continuing the holiday theme — 
a local company has a generous gift 
for kids, something a bt more valuable 
than a furby or a new bike, 

Dettek Systems of McLean has 
donated $25,000 to the Alliance tor 
Medical Care, which subsidizes h^frh 
insurance for the children of low-income 
working parents. Deltek chief executive ' 
Ken deLasld and his wife, Nancy, helped 
found the alliance in 1996. The $25,000 
grant win provide three months' 
coverage for 300 children in the 
W&shington area. 



— T.G. 




A prepaid MUay cart fro* An* USA. 



The Gift of Credit 



Mow you can give the gift certificate 
that works in each and every store, 
rather than just at Ann Taylor, Circuit City 
or Bed Bath & Beyond. 

Banking companies recently began to 
offer prepaid "gift" credit cards— Visa or 
MasterCard, take your pick— in amounts 
of $25 and up. Customers simply purchase 
a specific a mo t mt , and the company will 
ship the card to the recipient. 

The benefit is convenience: You don't 
have to leave your home or office to buy a 
gift And, you don't have to make a rig 
decision, such as, wOl your dorky Cousin 
Bob like his new Gap overalls, even 
though you have no idea what size he is? 

So far, only a handful of companies have 
begun to offer prepaid gift cards under the 
Visa and MasterCard umbrellas, although 
Tin sure they'll all be jumping on the 
bandwagon," said Ronan Roche, a -"]J 



spokesman for the Swift Gift Caid, winch 
carries the MasterCard logo. 

The Swift card is one of the more 
versatile prepaid gift cards. Anyone can 
purchase it over the phone (1-888-794- 
3828) orwitheconipany'sV^bsite 
iwtasw^g^kanLcom). Drawbacks 
• indude the big service fees— $6^5 for a 
card that carries $25, $7.45 for a $50 card 
and so on. The card also expires in 90 
days and comes in only four amounts— 
$25. $50, $75 and $100. 

First USA Gift Card (1-88&37&4438) 
makes its Visa cards available 
of $50 and ujx. The big downside, 
however, is that Erst USA is only offering 
the gift card to its members, so you have 
to sign up to grt one. There's also a $5 
service fee far amounts up to $200, and 
the card expires in six months. 

So shop or lose out 

—Stephanie Stoughton 



DID YOU HEAR?... - 
"If AOL is the nighttime consumer channel— and they 
are— then Netscape is the daytime business channel." 



AOL Broadens Scope 
To Phone, TV 

■ America Online, in a bid to 
broaden its popular online 
service, is preparing two 
new ways of connecting to 
consumers: through their 
TV sets and via specialty 
equipped phone lines. 



{ THE WEEK THAT WIS IN BUSINESS 



Local Business Stores ThXt Made EsjiDi^slJiSrWESK 



Global TeleSystems 
Pays $lBfflion for Esprit 

■ Global TeleSystems Grouri 
. of Mclean, which operates' 
telecommunications systems 
in Europe, agreed to pay 
nearly $1 billion for Esprit 
Communications of Britain. 



CSC Division Lands 
$5 Billion IRS Contract 

; ■ The Interna! Revenue" , ^ - 
1 Service, awarded a - ^ 
technology contract to the 
Falls Church division of 
Computer Sciences Corp. 
that could be worth 
$5 billion over 15 years. 



MCI WorldCom 

To Lay Off 1,850 ; J 

. ■ Ma WorldCom will lay : T 
off 2.5 percent of its work" 
force. Including 170 " * 
positions in the 
Washington area as part of 
cost-cutting moves related 
to its recent merger. 



For more information about these and other articles, dick The Post's 



(May 

Web site at www.washingtonpostcorn^^ 
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